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e-asl Tle Reading and the Year 6 National Standard

This material is provisional and under review. @¥efFeacher Judgments should bg
supported by a range of evidence, as differentsassent methods look at different
aspects of student work.

A%

The purpose of this work is to inform overall teachudgement of student
performance against the ‘by the end of year 6'amai standard in readihgln
particular it will help teachers who use the e-dstTeading assessment tool as part
of the evidence informing their overall teachergechent. Those using this material
to help them make teacher judgements using e-as$hdelld bear in mind the
important notes on page 4.

Thework

A team of 12 experienced teachers and literacyegsibnal development facilitators
worked through sets of anonymised e-asTTle recofdstudent (called ‘scripts’ in
what follows). Each script consisted of a print-aaft test questions (including
associated reading texts) and an individual stusleesponses to those questions,
with a marking guide and scoring key for the tagguestion.

Because in e-asTTle tests are customised by teadhmn a large bank of pre-

calibrated items, there were up to 10 different t&ssions to be considered during
one script scrutiny exercise. This meant that testduld be generalised to e-asTTle
as a whole, and were not confined to the outcomms fany particular customised

test. All scripts and scoring algorithms used weken from the recalibrated version
of e-asTTle reading (released in April 2010).

Initially, the ‘by the end of year 6’ standard wiagroduced. This was followed by a
description of how data collected using the e-asTd$sessment tool could reveal
features of the standarDuring this process the group cross-referencednitlieators
used to assess the reading with the reading sthnal&tentify what characteristics of
student reading were assessed using e-asTTle. Tdftar, a discussion of the
definitions of the standard’s four reporting bar(tgell below’, ‘below’, ‘at’ and
‘above®) and a practice attempt at rating a script, thpees made independent
judgements on a pack of six scripts each. Altoge3lescripts were rated against the
standard, with each being rated by two separatgegid

The teachers and other judges made their decigiolependently, so that a range of
judgements for a given level of performance wadwap. This means that for any
one piece of evidence describing student performa(such as the e-asTTle
assessment), only the likelihood of that piece wtlence being judged as ‘well

below’, ‘below’, ‘at’ or ‘above’ the relevant natal standard can be provided.

! Seehttp://nzcurriculum.tki.org.nz/National-Standards#®ling-and-writing-standards/T he-
standards/End-of-year-6

2 Seehttp://e-asttle.tki.org.nz/about_e_asttle

3 Seehttp://assessment.tki.org.nz/Effective-use-of-enmE#Overall-teacher-judgement-OTJ/A-student-
s-achievement
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The number of scripts used in this work, (30), waxlest and the work has yet to be
replicated on a larger scale. The Ministry hasedemilar work investigating the
alignment of commonly-used assessment tools to riseding, writing and
mathematics standards. It intends to ensure thatwbrk is ongoing, with fresh
information being published as it becomes available

Results

Student achievement in e-asTTle is measured byr@ $m a scale derived from the
marking of the student’s performance. The resuitsrghere describe how this total
scale score aligns with the ‘by the end of yean#&tional standard in reading. The
‘area graph’ below shows the percentage of sclipgdy to be judged in each of the
four reporting bands against the total e-asTTlerescét was produced using a
statistical modelling technique applied to the ectiéd data.

Percentages at Different Reporting bands Depending on Total Score
(Area graph)
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To read the graph, consider a vertical line aboveta score of, for example, 1450
(illustrated). Looking at the areas which the limeersects, we can conclude the
following.

* Only a fairly small part of that line is in the Blarea, reflecting that a script with
a total score of 1450 had little likelihood of bgijudged asbove the ‘by the end
of year 6’ national standard in reading.

* A large part of that line is in the green arealecting that a script with a total
score of 1450 had a large likelihood of being jutigsat the ‘by the end of year
6’ national standard in reading.
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* A reasonably large part of that line is in the gararea, reflecting that a script
with a total score of 1450 had a reasonably laigdithood of being judged as
below the ‘by the end of year 6’ national standard eudiag.

* A small part of that line is in the red area, refileg that a script with a total score
of 1450 had a small likelihood of being judgedvesl below the ‘by the end of
year 6’ national standard in reading.

A teacher whose student had an e-asTTle total swode!50 could use the above
information, together with their knowledge of otrempects of that student’s reading
performance, to make an overall teacher judgengaihat the ‘by the end of year 6’

national standard in reading.

The graph below shows the same information, but @swa set of ‘fuzzy bars’
illustrating the overlap between the four reportands when considered against the
total score. In it, darker shades of orange coomrg@pto higher likelihoods of a
judgement against the standard falling into thpbreng band.

Overlaps between Reporting Bands Depending on Total Score
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The following points summarise the main featurethefabove graphs.

« ‘Well below’ judgements were somewhat likélyp to a total score of about 1360.
They were clearly the most likéljudgements up to a total score of about 1330.

* ‘Below’ judgements were somewhat likely for totaloses ranging from about
1290 to 1460. They were clearly the most likelygedhents for total scores
ranging from about 1330 to 1420.

*i.e. with a probability of about 25% or more.
> i.e. with a probability greater than 50%.
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* ‘At judgements were somewhat likely for total sesranging from about 1395 to
1545. They were clearly the most likely judgemdntstotal scores ranging from
about 1430 to 1510.

* ‘Above’ judgements were somewhat likely for totaoses of about 1480 and
higher. They were clearly the most likely judgensefdr total scores of about
1510 and higher.

Conclusion

This work will help teachers to use e-asTTle ag pérthe evidence informing the
overall teacher judgement of student performan@nagthe ‘by the end of year 6’
national standard in reading. It is modest in sealé is yet to be replicated in a larger
setting.

For each point on the e-asTTle total score sdaie work provides the likelihood of a
student with that score being judged as ‘well béldvelow’, ‘at’ and ‘above’ the ‘by
the end of year 6’ national standard in readinge Tdct that results are presented as
likelihoods or probabilities reflects the fact timat one assessment tool will be enough
to make a definite judgement against the readiagdstrd. It highlights the need to
use multiple pieces of evidence in informing ovetahcher judgement of student
performance against the national standards. ABdghasing the material in this paper
should pay attention to the important notes inkibve below.

Important Notes

When using an e-asTTle reading test as one pie@vidénce to inform a teachgr
judgement, it is worth considering more than jin total scale score (as presenged
here). Information from the Individual Learning Ratys report, as well as actyal
performance on different items, may help to refanéeacher’s judgement. Whege
customised tests are used, the difficulty levelslie items selected will need carejul
attention in order to make valid and reliable jutigeats in relation to the standards.

One thing you may notice when you study these tessilthat often there is notja
consistent relationship between a test’'s normsthadnost likely national standafd
reporting category. This is not a cause for concéest norms are based on what fhe
average student of a given agm do; the standard relates to what all studemsid
be able to do, if they are on track for a successful etlanal outcome. In some aregs
of learning, the two coincide — the average studemit the required level. In othgr
areas, there may be a general shortfall — only-p&gforming students are likely
reach the standard, with others needing to imptbe& achievement in order to qo
so. This is an important feature of national stadslaand one of the ways in whigh
they are intended to drive improved learning fostaldents.
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Key pointsto remember

Some key points to remember about this information:

It is provisional, based on early analysis of emgstlata

It is designed to help teachers make judgemenigsstghe standard on the basis of
student performance on particular assessment tools

It tries to capture the variability around the jedgents made using any single tool,
and shows the importance of pulling together d#iférkinds of evidence to make
an overall teacher judgement

Results for more assessment tools are being prextesmsd will be published as
soon as possible

Next year we will be publishing results based omevextensive data collection and
analysis for a range of assessment tools

Schools can use these results directly — they doneed to carry out their own
‘script scrutiny’ exercises

When making judgements based on e-asTTle, teasherdd use more than just
the total score, and should make use of data prexs@m the Individual Learning
Pathways reports

Teacher judgements should be based on a wide @hgssessment information,
not just the outcomes from a single tool like eEsT

The relationship between national norms on a tkstd-asTTle and the national
standards is not predetermined, and it may be ‘dvarage’ performance is not
good enough to meet the standard.
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